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118 DATE COMPLAINT FILED: March 5, 2003
19 DATE OF NOTIFICATION: March 10, 2003
20 DATE ACTIVATED: September 30,2003
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2 . EXPIRATION OF STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS
23 August 22,2007
24 :
25 MUR: 5361
26 DATE COMPLAINT FILED: April 15, 2003
27 DATE OF NOTIFICATION: May I,2003" .
28 - " DATE ACTIVATED: September 30, 2003-'-'
29 .
30 EXPIRATION OF STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS
31 October 28, 2007
32 : S _ . .
33, COMPLAINANTS: - - Michael J. Sheltor (MUR 5350)
34 L N James E. Merritt (MUR 5354)
3 . - : Jan Schneider (MUR 5361)
36 _ Schnéider :or Congress and Harold SchneIder, as
37 ' _ © treasurer. (MUR 5361)
8 - -
39 RESPONDENTS: ' ' ' , SchneIder for Congress and Harold SchneIder as’
40 o " treasurer' (MUR 5350 and 5354) :
41 E o ' - Michael J. Shelton (MUR 5361) -

! Jan Schneider was notified “as treasurer” when these complaints were filed, because the former treasurer for
the Schneider for Congress Committee had resigned and the Committee had not yet amended its statement of

organization to designate a new treasurer. The Committee filed an amended statemem of orgamzanon on March 13,
2003 desxgnatmg Harold Schneider as its new treasurer.
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RELEVANT STATUTES

- AND REGULATIONS:

INTERNAL REPORTS CHECKED:

' FEDERAL AGENCIES CHECKED:

, @

Jan Schneider (MUR 5350) -

Harold Schneider MUR 5350) (in his
personal capacity)

Samuel Schneider (MUR 5350)

Jane Trainor (MUR 5350)

Josh Trainor (MUR 5350)

Seth Schneider (MUR 5350)

~ Barbara Pear] (MUR 5350)

Shahala Arbabi (MUR 5350)
Joseph Kalish (MUR 5350) -

Lynn Kalish (MUR '5350) o
Dr. Elahe Mir-Djalali (MUR 5350)
Katherine Schneider (MUR 5350)
Pierre M. Omidyar (MUR 5350)

Pamela K. Omidyar (MUR 5350)

2US.C.§433(c)
2U.S.C. § 434(b)

2 U.S.C. § 439a(b)(2)

2 US.C. § 441a(a)(1)(A)’
2 U.S.C. § 441a(a)(3)

2 U.S.C. § 441a(f)
2US.C.§441d

2 U.S.C. § 441d(a)(1)
2US.C. § 441f -

11 C.F.R. § 109.1(b)(5)
11 CF.R. § 116.5(b)

Federal Disclosure Reports

None

1.  INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY?

Jan Schneider was a candidate for the U.S. House of Representatives in Florida’s 13"

-

4

- district in 2002. Michael Shelton served as the Schneider for Congreés'Comrhitteé’s

All of the facts in this matter occﬁrred prior to the effective date of the Bipartisan Cémpalgn Refofm Act of

2002 (“BCRA™), Pub. L. 107-155, 116 Stat. 81 (2002). Accordingly, unless specifically noted to the contrary, all
citations. to the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (the “Act”) herein are as it read prior to the
effective date of BCRA and all citations to the Commission’s regulations herein are to the 2002 edition of Title 11,
Code of Federal Regulatlons, which was published prior to the Commxssxon s promulgatmn of any regulations under

BCRA.
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(“Committee””) “Finance Director,” albeit in a volunteer capacity and, in addition, had .

responsibilities in connection with the placement of political communications. Toward the end-

of the campaign, four political communications were released which bore, or aileged]y bore,

disclaimers indicating that they had been authorized by the Comrnittee'and the candidate: an

" advertisement which ran on television for one day and which allegedly criticized Sc._hneider’s

_ opponent, Kath.en'ne Harris; videotapes, which were allegedly longer versions o,f 'the' _television

advertisernent that _\i'ver_e allleg_edly.m_ailed to certain voters;> ziprint ad\fertisement ériti_cizing
Harris that appeared in the Bradenton Herald;.a.nd m_ailers allegedly misrepresenting Schneider’s R
position on Social-Seclt_lr_ity. The p_arties disegree as to IWhether Shelton piaéed the | |
communications at issue——the Committee charges that he wés at least in part responsible'ffor,
doing so, whereas Shelton mamtams that Jason Mclntosh another campaign worker was large]y‘
responsrble for the commumcations :

Schneider became angry because she felt the television advertisement, \)ideotapes, and
newspaper advertisement violated her directive against negati\ie advertising.,' the Social Security
mailers mis_represented her position, and that she had not approvéd__ or authorized any of these -
four coinrnunications.- Asa c‘onSequence, Shelton .became‘ disaSSociated with.' 'the.'COmmittee; he'

was either fired (according to the Cornmittee) or resigne'd (according to him) the'Friday before

-_ the electron Aﬁer the election, Schneider mmally withheld $39,277. 84 that Shelton had

advanced for costs assocrated with the Social Security mailers and two addmonal mallers
Shelton demanded reimbursement Ultlmate]y, Schnerder reimbursed hrm $31 245 75 for the

two non- Socra] Security mailers, but she declmed to reimburse him for the remammg $8,032.09

3 In his Response to MUR 5361, Shelton states that he believes only one copy of the. v1deo was made and that :

it was not distributed. Response at 25.
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1 inprinting and -mailing costs he had paid for the Social Security mail_er's_.4 The part'ies alsc
2" feuded over Shelton’s retention of computerized records of FEC di_sclosure reports lhat _he had
3 preparee for the Committee as a campaign volumeer; Shelton inslsted that the Committee pay _for '

4 them if they wanted them.’ In addition, Shelton’s roommate, Allen McReynolds, sued Schneider

\ 5 in small claims court for the réturn of a card table and vacuum cleaner allegedly loaned to the
|6 campaign. (This suit has since been settled.)
f 7 Against this heated background, Shelton and the candidate and the Committee filed with

. .8 the FEC cross-complaints and cross-responsés that.alleged violations of the Act.® In MUR 5350,
.f 9 Shelton alleges that: the Commlttce may have accepted excessive contnbutlons from individuals

i 10  who made conmbutlons to Schneider’s pnmary and general elections with $2 000 checks;’

1 Harold Schneider, the candidate’s father, may have reimbursed co_ntribmions made by his family

i .+ 12 members to Schneider’s campaign; the Committee purchased a television for Harold Schneider
ws 13 from campaign funds; and the Committee failed to report properly nearly $100,000 in debts,
%;,L 14 including some allegedly owed to Shelton himself. The Committee filed MUR 5361 against

z 15  Shelton, al_]eging that Shelton was responsible for mnning four political communications that

16  bore false disclaimers stating that Schneider and the Committee had authorized them when, in

17

M The Committee also paid a vendor $1,385 for graphic design of the mailers.

5 See A.O. 1995-10 (in matter where former treasurer retained required records, Comrmssmn found that ihe

~Act and its regulations recognized only the authorized committee and its duly designated treasurer as having lega:
title to the records, but the Commission also found that the Act does not provide a statutory remedy to the committee

- to compel its former treasurer to deliver the records to the committee). Although it appears that this dispute has not
been resolvcd it has not prevented the Committee from pammpatmg in the Commlssxon s audit, See n. 8.

g T g
A o

¢ Some of the filings were replete w1th m-elevant allegatlons ofa personal nature which w1ll not be funher
addressed here.

7 These individuals. who are respondents in MUR 5350, are Samuel Schneider, Jane Trainor, Josh Trainor,

Seth Schneider, Barbara Pearl, Shahala Arbabi, Joseph Kalish, Lynn Kalish, Dr. Elahe Mir-Djalali, Katherine
Schneider, Pierre M. Omidyar, and Pamela Oxmdyar
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' fact, they had not. In addition, James E Merritt, who identifies himself as a _former_Committee

volunteer, filed MUR 5354, alleging that the Commiittee had failed to report properly certain
unitemized contributions that it had received in both its 2002 12-Day Pre-General and October

Quarterly Reports. Both Shelton and the Committee, as well as other respo-nden_ts, provided

‘responses denying the allegationS' the Committee denied the allegations in MUR 5354 as well. -

-Shelton’s response to MUR 5361 added the allegation that the Committee had operated for

almost three months wnhout a treasurer Subsequently, the Audlt Division completed an audit of

_ the Committee.?

As dilscusse.dl m .more detail.l')elow, with respect to the Cornmittee’s allegations
conceming Shelton’s,placement of false disclaimers on'the four political communications,' this
Office recommends that the C’ommission find no reason to believe that Shelton violated 2 U.S.C
§ 441d in connection With disclaimers indicating that' the communications were aut_horized, "
.because it appears that .Slhelton-was an agent of the Committee for the purpose of authoriziné the.
communications, and aréuably had the candidate’s p_ermissionito authorize distribution of them
without her exp]icit advance appro'val and either the Committee or Shelton apparently paid for -
the communications in full or 1n part However, this Ofﬁce recommends that the Commlsswn
find reason to believe that the Committee violated 2 U.S.C. § 441d(a)(1) on the ba51s that the
_discl.aimers on. two of _the four political commumcat_ions were technically defective because 'th_e)i

did not state that the Committee had paid for the communications. .In addition, this Office

8 _ The audit fieldwork took place in Sarasota, Florida from October 6, 2003 to October 24, 2003. The audit,

which covered the 2002 election cycle (January 1, 2001 to December 31, 2002 for House of Representatives
candidates), was considered a "Limited Scope" audit, including a review of the source of candidate loans, a review of
the disclosure of contributions from individuals received through MoveOn.Org, an online political action. committee,
and a review of disbursements. The Committee made the corrections discovered during the audit as recommended i in ’
the Interim Audit Report the Commission approved the final Audit Report on June 18,2004.
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1 recommends that the _Co‘mrﬁission find reason to believe that Shelton aﬁd Marllyn He.n'well,- the
2 'Cc-)nnni_tt:ee’s campaign manégér, violated the Act by making excessive.éor_ltribut'ipns in the form
-3 of 'a.d\-/ances and that the Committee violated the Act by receiving these apd other excessive.
. 4 éon’tributjons and by failiné timely to amend ifs siatement of orgéniZat_ion to reflect the -n.am'e _of

5 ' its new treasurer. We recommend that the Commission find no reason to believe that Jan

[ R

6  Schneider’s father, Harold Schneider, violated the Act in connection with allegations that he
7 reimbursed family members for their contributions to her campaigr, or that the Committee

8  violated the Act in connection with allegatidns that it purchased a television set for him. In

9 conneétioﬁ with th_t.e_'récommendati_ons to find reason to bglieve, Wé also recomménd that_ the |
{10 Commission take no further aétion as to the fequndents_ V\-/hO:l are the subj eclts of S_uch findings,
i._i 11 for the reasons diécu_sSed infra.

12 "+ . Inaddition, this Office recommends that the Commission také no action .with' ;esp‘eé; to_-

=13 -the alleged excessive contributions from individuals, who each made contributions with $2,000 _

14 checks, and with respeét to the alleged reporting violations t}iat'overlap with the audit of the

- 15 Committee, which has, as previously noted, corrected its reporting errors. Finally, this Office

;= 16  recommends that the Commission close the file in this matter.

17 1. FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

3 |
; 18. ~ A.. The Disclaimer Issue
b 19 The Committee’s complain‘f in MUR 5361 focused on Shel.tbn’.s-_alleg'ed placement of

20 “false disclaimers” on the telei{ision. advertisement, the Bradenton Herald advertisement, the
21  Social Security mailers and the videotapes. Neither Shelton nor the Committee pfoVided this
22 Office with the videotapes or the text of the television advertisement, and this Office has not

23 been able to locate them in public sources. According to the Committee, the tel_eviSioh B
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" advertisement bore the disclaimer “Paid for by Schnéider for Congress. .Approved. by Jan

Schneider (D)” and the videotapes included the “false 'design'atio’h ‘Approved by Jan Schneider

(D).”” The Cdmmittée provjded copies of the Br_adenton Herald advertisement and the Social- |
Security mailers. ;I‘ﬁé fomer céntained a disclaimer stating, “Paid political 'édvertisemenf

authorized by Jan S;hneider for Congress. Approved by Jan Schneider (Dj-,” and the disc_1aimer
on the mailers stated “Pd. pol. adv. authoﬁzed by J an Schneider fé_r Congress. Apﬁrové‘d byJan
Schneider (D).” Response, MURSs 53.50 and 5354 at 4; Complaint, MUR ,5361 at 4_-6; Exhibit E. |
_The Commiitee asserts that these disclaimers were “false” because Schneider had not seen nor |
.authorized any of these ;;élitical communications. Furthér, the Committee maih_tains th"ai had
Schneider reQiewed therﬂ in advance, she would not have approved them because the félevision-
adQertisement, videotapes, and newspaper_advertisément contained “negative adlvertising,” which | -

Schneider wanted to avoid, and because the Social Security mailers allegedly misrepresented her

~ position. In short, the Committee asserts that the disclaimers were “false” because they said

~ Schneider had approved or authorized the communications, and the Committee maintains she did

not.

Section 441d(a) of the Act, if otherwise applicable, pfovides for different disclaimers

depending on who has authorized and paid for the communications. Corzrparé 2USC. .

§§ 441d(a) (1}, (2), and (3). For the reasons discussed below, we conclude that sectioﬁ

441d(a)(1) governs the disclaimers required on the television and newspaper advertisements and
the Social Security mailers.’
Section 441d(a)(1) states in pertinent part that “[w]heneve; any pérson makes an |

expenditure for the purposes of financing a comfnu_nication that expressly.advocates the election

With respect to the videotapes, see n. 15, infra.



13
14

15

16

17

18
19
20
21
.22

23

MURs 5350, 5354,and 5361~~~ 8

First General Counsel’s Report

or defeat of a clearly identified candidate, or that solicits any contribution though any
broadcasting station, newspaper .. . [or] direct mailing . . . such communication_,'if paid for and -
authorized by a candidate, an authorized political committée.of a candidate, or its agents, shall

clearly state that that the communication has been paid for by such authorized political

' committee .. . ” 2 U.S.C. § 441d(a)(1) (ern'ph.asis added). All of the communications in issue

eo_ntained or allegediy contained express advo_c'acy‘ and some “per_son’_’-. associated \fvith the

Committee made expenditures for ﬁnancing them since vendors.c'reated-them and looked to the

Committee or its agents for payment beanng in mind that an expenditure 1s “made” when

someone enters 1nto a contract promlse or agreement” to make one. 2 U. S .C. § 431(9)(A)(n)
With respect to authorization, while the Act does not defme “authoﬁiation,—f’ _

section 441d(a)( 1-) does not restrict the persons who 'may authorize com'munications -tol the- .

candidate, but extends it' to agents of authorized political committees. M‘oreoVer, since.

commumcanons may have many component parts it is possible that there may be more than one

person 1nvolved in the authorization process, rendenng it appropnate to analyze whether any
panicular agent can be said to have “authorized™ the communications in question. -Since
Schneider has denied expressly authorizing any of them, the issue is whether Shelton can be

deemed an “agent” of the Commi_ttee for purposes of having authorizing them. We believe he -

. can - be.

Although nelther the Act nor 11 C. F.R.'§110.11 deﬁne aoent the Commission s
regulations pertaining to independent expenditures define “_agent” as "‘any person'.».vho has actual
orai_ or written.authority, either express or implied.,_ to make or .tolauthorize the m,akiné of
expenditures on behalf of a candidate‘. RS B C.F.R. § 109.1(h)(5).- The Committee itself

provided information showing that Shelton was its agent under this formulation.
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First, the Committee submitted a statement from its former treasurer, Carroll Johnson,

-declanng that [c]hecks were to be written ‘by me, only upon presentation to me 'of bills

approved in the begmmng, by J an Schneider and later by Michael Shelton or sometimes by Jan

Schnelder Usually, checks were to be glven by me to the finance chair [Shelton] for proper .

' payment ? Response MURs 5350 and 5354  Exhibit A. By submlttmg thls statement, the

Committee acknowledges that Shelt_on gener,ally could make and authonze-expendrtures on
behalf of the Committee and therefore was its'agent. | | :
Moreover,‘ an account of a meeting on Qctober 18, 2002 's_ubmitt_ed by th’e'Committee
indicates that Shelton may have been speciﬁcally authorized to _make Iexpenditures for the '
political communications. In_his Response to MUR 5361, Shelto'n stated _thatl at this meeting,._
while discussing political contrnnnications, Schneider told him—in an apparently 'gen_éra.1 )

statement—"“You do what you think is best. You know much more than I do about these things. .

1 trust you completely.” An unsworn account -by Schneider campaign manager Marilyn Harwell,

submitted bylthe Committee as part of its Response to MURs .5‘350 and' 5354, corroborates that o
when Shelton told Schneider that there was not much time to tie down air time and print space '
before the election, “Jan said she trusted Mlchael s Judoment he knevy best and he should make _
the dec1sron on which media to use. ” Response MURs 5350 and 5354, Exhlbll F While , |
Harwell mamtamed that the authorization was limited to choice of media, and “[t]here was no ad
ccpy presented and no discnssion of message content,” neith:er. her nor.tlh:e Committee;s acco_imts
claim that Shelton was required to get advance content approval from Schnelder before -
authonzmg polltlcal communications. |

. Even assnming that Shelton acted contrary to Schneider’s known wishes by running -
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negati\}e advertising--and there is some evidence ihdicating that wa_s'the caseioé- he was o less
an agent of the Committee for pﬁrposes of his authority to auther_ize advertising on the. -
C-bmlmi_ttee’ls behalf._» Where a pﬁhcipal grants en agent express or implied authon'fy, the
principal generally is-responsible for the agent.’s acts within the scope of his authority.'' See
Weeks v. United States, 245 U.S. 618, 623 (1918). See also Roitse Woodsieck Inc. v. Sﬂfety
Federal Savings & Loan Ass’n, 630 F Supp. 1004, 1010-1 1 (N.D. TIl. 1986) (prihcipal who
places agent in position of authority normally must accept the cqnsequencee \:Nhen the agent
~abuses that authority).'? See also A.O. 1992-29 (committee eﬁployee who_ left contribution -
checks in a drawer until after the ten day deposit requirefnent e;(pired,' who a_cted without the -
treaeurer’s khowledge ahd in cenﬂict with -express.instrﬁctions; was nonethel_ess an agent of the

committee) and MUR 3585 (Commission found that committee staffer who committed numerous

violations of the Act and who embezzled funds from the committee was an agent of the -

0 The Committee submitted a declaration indicating that Shelton and another campaign worker, Jason

MclIntosh, whose role will be discussed infra, went forward with political communications knowing that they were
inconsistent with Schneider’s wishes. Keith Fitzgerald, a political science professor and consultant for the Schneider
campaign, states in his declaration that “both Mr. Shelton and MclIntosh stated that they were considering airing their
attack ad contrary to the express directives of the candidate and without informing her.” Declaration of Keith A.
Fitzgerald dated June 9, 2003, attached to letter by-Schneider’s counsel dated June 17, 2003. For his part, Shelton"
maintains that the television advertisement was not negative and that a number of senior advisors to the campaign
thought it was good and should be used. Response, MUR 5361 at 19. Fitzgerald also states that McIntosh and
Shelton told him “that they were considering mailing out v1deoxapes [even though] [t]hey told me that Ms. Schneider .
was against any such proposal as ineffective and much too costly.” This second assertion may be partially -
contradicted, however by Harwell’s statement indicating that Schneider delegated to Shelton decnsnons about choice
of medla .

1 Restatement (Second) of Agency § 228(1) (the conduc. of an agent is within the scope of his authority if:.
(a) it is of the kind he is employed to perform; (b) it occurs substanually within the authorized time and space hrmts
[and] (c) it is actuated, at least in part, by a purpose to serve the master. Here, it appears the Commmee_authonzed
Shelton to place political communications; to the extent he did, he did so shortly before the election; and there is no .
indication that his participation was intended to do anything bﬁt assist Schneider’s campaign.

12 Even 1f the agent’s conduct is illegal, it is a “well-settled general rule . . . that a principal is liable civilly for
the tortious acts of his agent which are done within the course and scope of the agent’s employment.” 3 Am. Jur. 2d
‘Agency § 280 at 782. See also Local 1814, Int’l Longshoremen’s Ass'n v. NLRB, 735 F.2d 1384, 1395 (D. C. Cir.
1984), cert. denied, 469 U.S. 1072 (holding union liable for scheme in which ofﬁcer of union consplred with

~ employer to procure illegal kickbacks).
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1  committee). .Bascd on the above, it appea.rs' that Shelton was an “agent" of an ‘-‘auihorizéd
2 "po.litical commi_ttee of a candidate” for purposes of au'thorizing 'political communiéations. '
3 -As io-whethef Shelton.actually authoﬁzed the cqmmunicétiqns in question, while there |
4 maybe dis;agreer:rlent copc;emihg the full extent of his participatioln, it appears that he played a.
‘5 sufficiently key rqle in the process of placing the communications or appréving the paym'_e‘nts for
.; 6 fhem to cdnclude that he “authoﬁzed"’ t}iém for purposes pf section-441d(a)(1) of the Act. For | _
. 7 example, although Shelton claims that with fespéct to at least some aspec,ts-. of the television
| 8 advertisement, Jason McIntosh was involved, Response, MUR 5361 at 17, 19-20, 27-28,‘3 he
9 | acknowledges the ultimate responsibility for airing it (he was forced to “utilize Fhe Mélﬁtbléh' .

{

|

|

| 10 television commercial” because of Schneider’s alleged “failure to participate” in producing a
| ' .

]

J

11 = commercial). Re.sponse', MIIJRl5361_ at 19-20. 'Likew.ise,'although Shelton claims that McIntosh
.4 12 wrote and pr-od\'ll'ced thé Sociai .Security mai-]erQ, Shelton directly advanced the :fund,-sl to the

‘ﬁ 13 ‘vendor for their pﬁnting_ and mailiﬁg (Response, MUR 5361 ét 26-27; Response, MURSs 5350 .
“_:’ | 14 and 5354, Exhibit N). Shelton als§ denies having writ_tén the newspaper advertj_Sement’_ copy, but -

15 . acknowledges reserving space with the newspaper’s sales department and'authorizing the

16  Committee’s issuance of a check to pay. the Bradenton Herald for the advertisement (Résporisé,

17 MUR 5361 at 27-29).

13 * Mclntosh’s role in the campaign and in the events in issue remains shadowy. According to Shelton, -

Mclntosh was hired as campaign manager during the last week of October 2002. Response, MUR 5361 at 17.
According to the Committee, McIntosh was a campaign worker hired to help Shelton. Response, MURs 5350 and
5354 at 6. Shelton claims that McIntosh was substantially involved in the creation of the television advertisement
and the newspaper advertisement. For its part, the Committee brought its complaint only against Shelton, but =~
concedes some involvement by McIntosh in the communications in its Response to MURs 5350 and 5343 at7,n.9,
and submitted the Fitzgerald declaration (n. 10, supra), alleging that Shelton and McIntosh went forward with
political communications knowing that they were they were inconsistent with Schneider’s wishes. Given the
disposition of the disclaimer issue recommended by this Office, see discussion infra, we do not recommend

- expenditure of the Commission’s scarce resources to investigate Mr. McIntosh’s activities.
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Turning to the payment aspect, section 441d(a)(1) covers situations where an authorized

' 'pd]itical committee of a candidate or i_ts agents pay for cdmmunicat_iens. that have been

authorized by the committee’s agent. Here, the Committee paid for the newspaper advertisement

in full, and may have paid its vendors for the bulk of the ex'pen'ses for the television

. advertisement (although there is an issue whet_her Shelton substituted his adve_rtisement for the

Commlttee s). 14 Shelton pald $8,032 for pnntmg and marlmg the Socral Secunty mailers (and
sought reimbursement from the Commrttee), and the Committee pa1d $1 385 to a vendor for the
mallers graphic de51gn Thus, because Shelton the Commrttee s agent authonzed these
communications and elther the Commlttee or Shelton apharently paid for them in full or part see
footnote 1;1, pursuant to section 441d(a)(1), these communications shotlld'. have'included :
disclaimers stating that the Committee had pard‘for them.'é With respect to the claim that the,
disclaimers bore “false”' language stating that the candidate had approved or authori_zed- the |

communications, section 441d(a)(1), unlike section 441 d(a)(2) which deals with coordinated

14 The television advertisement is another subject of controversy. The Committee claims that Shelton hired a -

video company to produce an “attack” advertisement that he “switched” with the advertisement approved by
Schneider (Complaint, MUR 5361 at 4), whereas Shelton asserts that Schneider provided him with “amateurish”
advertisements that he told her he would refuse to run, and that therefore he was forced to use what he characterized”
as the “MclIntosh commercial.” Response, MUR 5361 at 19-10. The expenses for the television advertisement are
not completely clear, but the auditors believe that the cost of airtime may have been included in a $9,089 pre-
payment disbursement made by the Committee to Time Warner. They also believe a drsputed debt of $1,868 to
Irving Productions, Inc. might be related to the television advertisement. The auditors are not aware of any other
d)sbursements or debts that might relate to the television advertisement in question.

With respect to the videotapes, the issue of authorization and payment is not as clear. Shelton-admits only
to authorizing the pre-production costs of the videotapes. The Committee is disputing a $3,074 debt in connection -
with their editing and duplication and has paid one vendor who the Committee states was involved in producing the -
videos (Complaint, MUR 5361 at 7, n. 10) although the auditors believe that this payment might in fact have been
for two unrelated radio spots. We do not have copies of the videotapes, but the Act might not require that they. carry
disclaimers at all, because they do not necessarily fall into the media categories addressed in 11 C.F.R.

§ 110.11(a)(1) (broadcasting stations, newspapers, magazines, outdoor advertising facilities, posters, yard signs,
direct mailings, or any other forms of general public political advertising). There is also a dispute between Shelton
and the Committee whether the vidéotapes were mass-produced and mailed. If they were, they might constitute a
“direct mailing” which, for the purposes of 11 C.F.R. § 110.11, is defined as “any number of substantially similar -
pieces of mail [but not including] a mailing of one hundred pieces or less.” 11 C.F.R. § 110.11(a)(3). We do not
recommend that the Commission expend its scarce resources to resolve these issues.
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1  expenditures, does not require any 'statemcnt concerning approval or authorization.’ Thus,

_ 2' -language indicating that the candidate had s_peciﬁcally authorized the communications might be - o

3 “false,” but it would be superfluous éﬁd, while possibly remediable in another forum, apparently

H

would not preseni é vio]étion olf section 441d(a)(1). Accordingly, this Ofﬁa_:'e recommends that
5 the Commission find no reason to believe that Michael Shelton violated 2:U.S.CI. § 441d_in

L6 éor_mectibﬁ with the'allegedly falée languagé indicating t'hat Schneider had approvéd olr'

7 authorized the comrhunications. However, it appears that th¢ disclaimers _én at least the

8 , newspéper advertisement and the- Social Sgéﬁrify mailers, of which we have copies, were

| 9 otherwise déﬁ_cieﬁt és: th,e'y fai.l_ed .io identify who paid for the a{dvenisements, as fequiféd by o

' -lol 2 U.S.C. § 441d(a)(1j, fnerely stating that they were paid pblitical advertisements_,and- éufhorized
o by Schneider, but not that the Committee had paid,for them.'® Accordinglhy,: this Office

12 recommends that the Commission find reason to believe that the Schneider for Congress .

smete
e
&

13 Committee and Harold Schneider, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. § 441d(a)(1) with respect to

.I-u
By
Hel

o L

‘14 these political communications. However, given the confusion concerning the factual )

15~ circumstances surrounding the communications and the disposition of the other allegations

ﬁ“é' ui ﬁ“ﬁ" L3

16  herein, we also recommend that the Commission take no further action with respect to this

17 vi_olation.

18 B, - The Advances Issue
19 ~ Asnoted above, Shelton personaily paid for $39,277.84 in ‘expenses related.to thrée .
20  mailers, and the Committee has réimbursed_ him for all but $8,-3.02.09 related to the_ Social

21 Security mailers. The Committee alleges that Shelton advanced paymeht and sought

’ l.é The television advertisement, which we have not seen, allegedly bore a disclaimer which included the-words ’
+ “Paid for by Schneider for Congress,” which would have been adequate under 2 U.S.C. § 441d(a)(1).-
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reimbursement, instead of having the treasurer issue checks, in order to conceal his *“clandestine

- attempt to undermine [Schneider’s] positions.” Response, MURs 5350 and 5354 at 12.'7.

Shelton replies oy stating that the treasurer was absent and that the vendors required immediate
payment; he further notes- that campaign manager Harwell had advanced $10',650 in personal' .
funds on 0ctober 28 to pay for radlo advertxsmg Response MURs 5350 and- 5354 at 12, Exhibit.
N. The Commlttee s dlsclosure reports show that the Committee repaid Harwell on November 1,
2002. |

' Pre-BCRA'- the Act limited individual contributions.to -'no more than $1,000 per election :
and no more than $25 000 per ca]endar year (2 U.S.C. §§ 441a(a)(1 )(A) and (3)) and prohlblted
polltlcal committees from knowmgly acceptmg excessive contributions. 2 U S C.§ 44la(f) The
Commission’s re_gulations provide that'exp_enditures made on behalf of a ca_ndxdate or a political
committee by an rndividual from his or her p‘ersonal funds are contributions unless exempt-from
the definition of contriontion under 11 C.F.R. § i,00.7(b')(8). 11 CF.R.§ 1.16'.5(b). Advances are

not considered contributions if they are for the 1nd1v1dua1 s personal transportauon expenses or

. for usual and normal sub51stence expenses 1ncrdental to the md1v1dual s act1v1ty I1d;'® see also

11 CFR. § 100. 7(b)(8) However when an md1v1dua1 pays for other goods or services on beha]f

ofa candldate ora pohtlcal comml’rtee, _he or she is making a contribution. 11 C.F.R.

v " This position is unc -rcut by the Committee’s acknowledgement that its check approval procedures were not
consrstently followed and its admission that Shelton had made advances and sought relmbursement on several

. previous occasions. Response, MURs 53 50 and 5354 at 12, n. 23

18 See Explanation and Justification of Regulanons on Debts Owed by.Candidates and Pélitical Committees, -
55 Fed. Reg. 26378, 26382-3 (1989) ([concerning new section 116.5] “[a]ithough many campaign workers may only -
be able to advance relatively small amounts, individuals with sizable resources may have the ability to circumvent .
the contribution lumts by paying committee expenses and not expecting rexmbursement for substantial periods of
trme ) -
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§ 116.5(b)." Accordingly, although neither the Committee nor Shelton raised the isstxe, it
appears that both Shelton and Harwell made excessive contributions to the Committee, which the
Committee knowingly accepted. 2°

Based on the above, this‘Office recommends that the Commission ﬁnd_'reason_-'to believe

 that Michael She]ton made .e'xce_ss_ive_ contributions in vioiation of 2U.S.C. §§ 441a(a)(1)(A) and

(a)(3) to the Committee and that Marilyn Harweil made an excessivé cbntributi'on in \iiolation of -
2U. S C § 441a(a)(1)(A), and that the Schneider for Congress Committee and Harold Schneider,
as.treasurer, accepted excessive contnbutlons in v1olation of 2 U S.C. § 441a(f). This Ofﬂce
further recommends, bas_ed on the contributions not meeting the Audit Division’s materiality - -
thresholde, see footnote 20, that the Commission take no fui't_her action.with respect to t_hese _
violeticns.

C.. - Contributions in the Name of Another Issue

Sheltc;n alleges that Schneider receiVed donations from members of her family “which
Ms. Schneider had led me to believe” came from fimds pr_Ov'ided by her father in order tc
circumvent campeign ccntributi_on lirnits. MUR 5350 Complaint. Schneider characten'zes |
Shelton’s charge as a “lie” and defamatory (see Sc_hneid‘er-’s 1etter to -J_o.seph Stoltz dated Apnl. |

30, 2003 (“‘Schneider Let_ter_”)). In addition, Harold Schneider and his seven contributi'ng family

_ inembers all deny that Harold_ Schneider provided them w1th funds to make campaign -

The Commission considers such advances to be in-kind contributions, not direct contributions. See MUR -
4968 (Perot '96, Inc.). As such, the 60-day grace period in 11 C.F.R. § 103.3(b)(3), durmg which excessive dircct
- contributions may be refunded, does not apply Id.

2 During its audit of the Commmee, the auditors reviewed advances to the Committee; including the Shelton -
and Harwell advances, to determine whether the advances exceeded the Audit Division’s “materiality” thresholds.
The auditors found that the Committee repaid all advances, aside from the $8,032.09 Shelton advance, within 15
days, and that thérefore the advances did not exceed the “materiality” thresholds. The auditors instructed the
Committee to report the remaining $8,032.09 as a disputed debt on Schedule D, and the Committee has ﬁled an
amended report with the recommended correction.
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contfibutions to Schneider.?! In his swom affidavit, Harold_ Schneider avers that he gave his

'children and grandchildren the same amount of money every year, and-did not increase the

" amount because Schneider was running for Congress. He also states that “[d]uring the entire

period of the 'campaign—and, indeed, for years befdre and in the months since"—I.di'd not give
any of my children or grandchlldren any more (or less) money than I have glven ‘each one
annually (as my wife also d1d before she passed away in 2000) ? Although Harold Schneider

does not specify the amount of money he gave his family per year Jan Schnelder states that her |

_ father has “consistently grven each of his children and grandchlldren ‘the maximum perrmtted

w1thout federal tax consequences ” Schneider Letter. In 2002 this would have been $1 1 000
Introduction to Estate and Gift Taxes, IRS' Pub. 950 at 4 (Rev. March 2002). |

Th_is O'fﬁ‘ce‘ recommends that the.Comm‘ission find no reason to be.liev'_e that Harold
Schneider and his fami]y members violated 2 U.S.C. I§ 441fin connection with Schn_eider’s 2002
campaign. Pursu_anf to the reasoning in the Statement of Re.asons accompanying MUR 4960
(Hillary Rodham Chnton for U.S. Senate Explo.rato.ry .Committee), Shelton’s allegation t_hat B
‘s'Ms_. Schneider had_led me to heliev_e" her father had funded the other family members S0 they:_.'
conld contribute ro'Schneider, Wirhout any speciﬁcs about what she said cr did to lead him to that

belief, is too vague and speculafive to provide a sufficient basis for proceeding with further -

a " Ha:uld Schnelder and the other seven family members all responded ‘to the complamt reimbursement”

al]egatlons "Harold Schneider provided a sworn affidavit (Response, MURs 5350 and 5354, Exhibit B). Lynn
Schneider Kalish (Jan Schneider’s sister) and Joseph Kalish provided an unsworn letter (id., Exhibit I); Seth '
Schneider (Jan Schneider’s brother) provided a sworn affidavit which addressed the contributions made by his then-
118 year old daughter, Katherine Schneider, and his then-15 year old son, Samuel Schneider; Jane Trainor (Jan
Schneider’s sister-in-law and Seth Schneider’s wife) provided a sworn affidavit and Joshua Trainor (Jane Tramor s
son and Seth Schnelder s step-son) provided a sworn afﬁdavrt (zd Exhibit J).

1“
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‘enforcement action. Although the Schneider family’s affidavits and other responses denying the

: éllegatior_ls are. themselves not models of specificity—for instance, Harold Schneider does not

specify the exect amfﬁmt_ he has gif/eh his children and grandchildren every year or for how'm.an.y
years he has made éuch g__ifts——nei;ﬁer are tﬁey. evasive er not credible so as l'to resuscitate.
Shelton’s weak claims and justify an investigation. | |

b. ExcessiVe.Cehtributiens. Issue

Under the Act, pre-BCRA, an individual’s contribution to a candidate was limited to

- $1,000 ber election. 2 U.S.C. § 441a(a)(1)(A). Con_tributpré ‘were eneouréged to '_de_sign‘ate their

contributions in writing (11 C.-F.R. § 110.1(b)(2)(i)); they could do so by clearly indicatingon . "

contribution checks, money orders, or other negotiable instrumenits the particular election for

" which the contribution was made (11 CFR.§ 110.1(b)(4)(i)) or by including a “writing” with

their contribution which clearly indicated the perticular election with 'res'peet‘ to w}.1ic.h the .
coﬁtribution was made. 11 CTF.R. § 110.1(b)(4)(ii). Howe\;e'r, in _the event that_ a political
committee received an individual contribution of $2,000,'twiee the pre-BCRA=legal limit, before -
a pﬁmary election, the committee had the option of requesting the con;riblitor to redesi-gnate,'i.n:'
writing,-'the excessive portion'of the contﬁbﬁtion (Sl ,000) to the'general.election, in eccerdance
with 11 C.F.R. § 110.1(5)(b)_. 11 C.F.R-. § 1 10.1(b)(4)(iii). Cemmittees _Were r_equirec.i. to retain
wn'tten -redesignati'dns for three years. 11 C.'F.R. § 162.9(c). _ | - |
| In his complaint, Shelton lists the names of twelve iﬁdiVideals -whp he alleges had
contributed in sjng]e cheeks of $2;000. Cempleiet, MUR 5350, at 2. He'questioné whether fhe:_ _
.Schneider Committee had the requisite written redesi gnations. According to Sheltori, Schneider
instructed him and other iﬂdiv‘idua]s who prepared'FEC'disc]'osure-repores for the Com-rr.xittee te

list each. contribution as two sepa’réte $1,000 contributions, one for the primary and general
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elections, respectively. Id. Shelton states that when he asked Schneider for the appropriate

documéntation, she said that she had it;,howevér, Shelton alleges that "‘[h]aving worked

- extensively with Ms. Schneider and knowing the fact that she refused on several occasions to
* produce the documentation, I am of the opinion that the documentation may not exist and as

" such, the contributions exceed the $1,000 limit per election cycle per individual.” Id.

In its Response to MURs_5350 and 5354, the Committee's;afes that Shelton himself
accepfed checks from twohf .th'e.individuals liéted in his ;omplaint, Lynn Schneider Kalish an(i _
Joseph Kalish, Response, MURs 5350.and 5354 at 8; Exhibit '1, and submitted a copy of an
unsworn letter frorh the Kalishés. _They state therein that Shelton had told them _;hat one; check
would be hne’, and that Ms. Kalish had seen documents in Schneider’s office listing mqnéy to be
withheld pendihg the primary outcome. The Committee aiso submitied 5fﬁd#vits_fro,rh selv"en
oiher_ individuals- listed in the complaint; which either'statelor imply that the checks themselves
bore a desighation (“the check . .. [was] designated as $1,000 for the primary election and
$1,000 for the general éleéﬁon _’4; “I. wrote a check for SZ',OOO, $1,000 for.the -prir'nary. electioh_
and $1,000 for the general election”).._22 | In addition, the Committee produced what it apparently
deemed to be designation materials for two other individuals (the material for one of the. |

individuals includes information such as the individual’s address and telephone number and a

3 ﬁartial’ photocbpy of his contribution check). The Committee included copies of two designated

contribution checks for $2,000 apiece (Rcéponée, MURSs 5350 and 5354, Eﬁ(hibit ] ), but it failed

22

According to the Committee, the remaining individual, Barbara Pearl, conmbuted $2 000 through the
MoveOn.org website. The Committee offered to obtain a statement from her, if necessary
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to prbﬁde copiés of other checké or cohtempOraheous ipétruments of designation, .réde'si'énation.
of reattribu'tilon.23 |

Because th_e Committee failed to produce cohtéfnporarieous evidence sufficient to eﬁtiré]y
tebut the allegatlon of “paper excessives,” thls Office recommends that the Co;nrmssxon ﬁnd
reason to believe that the Commlttee vxolated 2US.C. § 441a(f) but take no further action.
Given the relatxvely smal] amount potentlally in vxolatxon and that the conmbutlons would have
been’ presumpnvely allowable under the post- BCRA redesignation and reattnbutlon regulations,
-it would not appear _th be a go’od use of the Commi-ss‘ion’,_s llmltéd r_esourcés to pursu'e v.vhethe-r ;
t}ié Committee accepte;d_ excessive céntributions.

E. * Prohibited Personal Use

Shelt‘on charges that in 2002 Schn,eide'r_ lpurchased a large television set costing $2,335.47

for her father from campaign funds. Compléint; MUR 5.3"50._ According' to the auditors,

= Although the auditors examined these contributions, they d1d so only to the extent necessary to detemune

whether the contributions would have been presumptively allowable under the new, post-BCRA redeSILnatlon and
reattribution regulations, which they appeared to be. Post-BCRA, when an individual makes an excessive

* contribution to a candidate’s authorized committee before the primary election, the committee may automatically -
redesignate excessive contribution to the general election if the contribution: is made before that ‘candidate’s primary .
election; is-not designated in writing for a particular election; would be excessive if treated as a primary election
contribution; and, as redesignated, does not cause the contributor to exceed any other contribution limit. 11 C.F.R.
§ 110.1(b)(5)(ii)(B)(1)-(4). Within 60 days of receiving the contribution, the committee’s tréasurer must notify the
contributor of the amount of the contribution that was redesignated and must inform the contributor that he or she-
may request a refund of the contribution. 11 C:F.R. § 110.1(b)(5)(ii)(B)(5)-(6).
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. houvever, it doés.not appear that Harold Schneider has been using the television set. Instead, it B

- was being stored in a warehouse for use in Schneider’s 2004 campaign. Therefore, this Office

recommends that the Commission find no reason to believe that the Schneider for Congresé
Committee and Harold Sehneider, as treasurer; violated 2 U.SC. § 439a(b)(2).
F ‘Untimely Designation of Treasurer Issue

In his response to MUR 5361, Shelton alleges that the Committee had been operating

- without a treasurer for approximately three months. The FEC website shows that the

: Commrssron received a letter on December 13 2002 from the Commlttee s original treasurer :

statmg that he had resrgned effective December 5, 2002 The Commlttee did not submrt an

amended statement of organization nammg Harold Schnelder as the new treasurer untrl

' March 13, 2003, desplte the fact that RAD sent a letter dated January 14 2003 to the Committee

reminding the Committee to appoint a repla(:emerrt treasurer. It appears that Harold Schneider
formerly acted as art as_sistant treaeurer; was a_u'thorized'te write checks in the treasurer’s absence
and acted as the défacto treasurer once the Co_m_mittee’s original treasurer resigned. by sl_gning
the Committee’s-‘ﬁnancial disclosure reports as the treasurer. See_ Responsle, MURs 5350 and
5354 at 4-5, 12 and Exhibits A and B. |

In MUR 3921 (Bell), the Comm1ssmn found reason to beheve that the Bell Committee

violated 2 U.S.C.- § 433(c) where the Commrttee failed to amend its statement of orgamzatnon for

one and one-half years to show that Bell, V_vho: had been actirrg as the Committee’s treasurerl, was
in fact the Committee’s treasurer. .Ult-imately, th'e Comrhission found pro'bahle'cause to believe _

| against the Bell -Cdmmittee and-toc_)lc 1o further action.
’_I_‘he sit_uation here is similar. Th‘erefore, thls Ol‘flce recommerlds that the Commission |

--ﬁnd reason to believe that the Schneider for Congress Committee and Harold Schneider, as
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treasurer, violated 2 _U.S.C. § 433(c) for failing to amend its statement of organization within ten .

days to reflect the name of the new treasurer. However, we also recommend that the

Commission take no further action and send an admonishment letter. In light of the disposition

of other allegations in this matter, pursuit of a nominal civil penalty for this violation would.not

" be the best use of the Commission’s limited resources.

G. " Reporting Issues

“In MUR 5350, Shelton alleges t_haf the C'ommittee, violated 2 USC §. 434(b) by t_'ailing
to report properly a variety of debts_totaling approxifnately Si 00,0_60,_so'me'of W__hich involved |
vendors who had p.ro_vided-g'o'ods of services in connéétioﬁ with the disputed ﬁolitiéai o
cbmmuriicétions or certain individuals fo‘_rmeﬂy associated with the carlnp'aign,{ inéludi_n’g -Shelton
himself. For the most part, wi_th the excé_pﬁon of the $8,032.09 allegedly owed -io-S;helto'n, the
al-l.e'ge'd deﬁts_to former éampaign staff iﬁcluded disputed 'w'ages; é_lthough in the case of one

individual; former staffer Misty Smeltzer, Sheltén alleges that the Committee failed to list as debt

_ payments FICA and Medicare contributions due the United States goVemment -Qh Smeltzer’s

behalf. - She]ton avers that Smeltzer has ﬁlea complaints with the Internal Reven_p_e Sefvice -and:'
with the Florida Department of Revenue.

To the extent that the Committee ﬁas not're_poned debts accurately, including t:.h-'e one
remaining disputed rcimbur;erﬁent claimed by Shelton, the C,omm_ittee corrected the ¢rfox;s .

following the Interim Audﬁt Report. The auditors have advis’ed this Ofﬁcé ihat.there is no basis’

for reporting as debt the purported FICA and Medicare obligations for Sr’neltier, as there are no .

letters from the Internal Revenue Service or the Florida Department of Revenue stating that these
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are debts owed by the Committee.”” As to the reporting violations raised in Merritt’s complaint

in M,UR.5354, the Audit Division has advised us that the Committee has corrected the _er_rors of .

which he conlplained. Accordingly; this Office recommends that the Commission take no action-

- with respect to the allegations in MURs 5354 or 5350 that the Committee violated 2 U.S._C.

- §434(b).

H. The Candldate

"The candldate was notified as a respondent in this matter because the Complalnt in MUR

" 5350 specifically a_lleged that she engaged in conduct that vro]ated the Act. Hoy’vever. it does not

appear that she was involved in any conduct that would constitute a basis for her personal
liability. Therefore, this Office recommends that the Commission find no reason to believe that
Jan Schneider violated the Act or Commission regulations in connection with MUR 5350_. :

Fi'nally, this Office rec'omrriends that the Commission close the files in MURs'5350, 5354and

5361.

III. RECOMMENDATIONS
1. Find no reason to believe that Michael J. Shelton violated 2 USC §441d.

2. Find reason to believe that the Schneider forl Congress Committee and'Harold'Schne’ider ,
as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. § 441d(a)(1) in connection with the failure of dtsclarmers to
state who pald for political contnbutlons and take no further action.

‘3. Find reason to believe that M1chael J. Shelton v 1olated 2US.C. \§ 441a(a)(] )(A) and
" (a)(3) and take no further actlon

4.  Find reason to believe that Manlyn Harwell violated 2 U S.C. § 441 a(a)(])(A) and take no
further action.

z As Shelton has stated that Smeltzer ﬁled complaints with the Internal Revenue Servrce and the Florida

.Depanment of Revenue, there appears to be no need for the Commission to report possible non-FECA vrolauons to
those agencies. : :
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5. Find reason to believe that the Schneider for Cengress _Comrhittee and Harold Schﬁeider,
. as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. § 441a(i)_ and take no further ac_tion. '

6. find no reason to belieQe thet Hafo]d -Schnei.der violated 2USC . § 4411,
7. Find no reason to be'lieve that Samuel Schneider violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f.
8. Find no reason to believe that Jane Tfaihor violated 2 USC § 4411 -.
9. Find no reason to believe that Josh Trainor violated 2 USC . § 441 f..
" 10. Find no reason to believe that Seth Schneider vi_olated 2US.C. § 4411'.
11. lFind no reason to believe that Josep_hl Kalish violated 2 U.S;C . § 441f.
12. Find no reason te_believe that Lynn Kalish 'violat"ed 2 USC . § 441f. |
' 13. Find no reason to believe that Katherine Schneider violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f,
14. Take no action with respect to Samuel Sehﬁeider.
" 15. Take no action with respect to Jane Trainor.
16. Take no action with. respect fo Josh Trai_ﬁor.
17. Take no action with respect to Seth Scfmeider. '
18. Take no action with respect to Joseph Kalish. -
19. Take no action with re.spect to Lynn Kalish.
20. 'fa.ke no action with respect to Katherine Schneider.
21. Take no action witﬁ, respect to Pierre M. Omidyar.
22. Take ne aei .Sn With respect to Pamela Omidyar.
. 23. Take no action with respect to -Barbare i’eari.
24. Take no éction with respect to Shahala Mbabi’.
25. Take no action with respect to Dr. E]ahe er-DJalah

26. Find no reason to believe that the Schnelder for Congress Committee and Harold
Schneider, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. § 439a(b)(2)
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2 27. Find reason to believe that the Schneider for Congress Committee and Harold Schneider, .
3 _as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. § 433(c) and send an admonishment letter. B
4 : N . ' : ' , T
-~ 5 28. Take no action with respect-to the allegations in MURs 5350 and 5354 that the Schneider
.! 6 - for Congress Committee, and Harold Schneider, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. § 434(b).
8 29. Find no reason to believe that Jan Schneider violated the Federal Election Campaign Act,
9 as amended, or Commis_'sion regulations in connection with MUR-5350.
| 10 T
i 11 30. Approve the appropriate letters
12
13 31. Close the ﬁles in MURs 5350 5354 and 5361.
14 ' _ : : _
15 Lawrence H. Norton
16 General Counsel
L17 ' :
© 18 Rhonda J. Vosdingh
19 Associate General Counsel -
© 20 ~ for Enforcement
3 o
23 f /Q { / - BY: : -) Al = / /\/ (f JL/— .
24 Date” - - .~ SusanL. Lebeaux he
wo2s ' 'Assistant General Counsel
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s 28 U S RF TN
w29 Ruth Heilizer -
5 30 ~ Attorney '




